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REMARKS 

s 1-20, 22-26, and new claims 27 und 2S appeal' in this application for the 
review and consideration. 

1 has been amended to recite that the reaction product is a polyurca, that the cover 
an inner and outer cover, and thai the stabilizer package is present in the outer 
Support for the amended element(s) is found in the Specification and in original 
24. 

26 has been amended to recite that the UV absorber is a benzoale having a specific 
*e R 2 is, specifically* a hydroxy(alkylether)aniino group, 
s 23 and 24 have been cancelled without prejudice to Applicants* right to file one 
applications directed to any subject matter not presently claimed, 
new matter lias been added by these amendments and additions. 



Rejections Under 35 TI.S.C. $ 103(a1 

Cldims 1 -20, 24, and 26 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over 
in view of Dexter £ 43 1 or the Chu article. Additionally, claims 1 -20, 22-24, and 26 



Peter '313 

were rejec ed under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as being obvious over Dewanjee fc 929 in view of Dexter 
l 431 or the Chu article 

To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, three basic criteria must be met. First, 
there must be some suggestion or motivation to modify the reference or combine the teachings. 
Second, there must be a reasonable expectation of success. Finally, the prior art reference (or 
references when combined) muat teach or suggest all the claim limitations. The teaching or 
suggestior to make the claimed combination and the reasonable expectation of success must be 
found in the prior art, not in Applicant's disclosure. In re Vaeck, 947 F.2d 488, 493, 20 
IJ.S.P.Q.2i 1438 (Fed. Cir. 1991). 

Pc:cr, Dexter, and Chu, alone or in combination, fail to disclose or suggest a color 
stabilized polyurea reaction product, or its location in the outer cover layer portion of a double 
cover (inner cover layer + outer cover layer), as now recited in independent claim 1 of the 
present in mention. Peter barely mentions how to construct a golf ball and, what limited 
disclosure exists is apparently directed to a simple Lwo-picce golf ball. Dexter and Chu do not 
disclose golf balls or their specific construction. Peter, Dexter, and Chu, alone or in 
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combination also fail to disclose or even suggest a benzoate UV absorber having a specific 

R 2 is a bydroxy(alkylether)amino group, as recited in independent claim 26 of the 
i. The compounds disclosed in Dexter would specifically preclude {i.e., teach 
1" ordinary skill in the art from being led in that direction. 
Additionally, as above, Dewanjee, Dexter, and Chu, alone or in combination, fail to 
suggest n color stabilized polyurea reaction product, or its location in the outer cover 
of a double cover (inner cover layer » outer cover layer), as now recited in 
claim 1 of the present invention, and a benzoate UV absorber having a specific 

is a hydroxy(alkylether)amino group, as recited in independent claim 26 of the 
Dewanjce is directed to a wound golf ball and neither Dexter nor Cbu 
golf ball constructions or golf balls at all. Dexter and Chu also teach away 
pjeferred stabilizer recited in claim 26 of the present invention, 
at leasL the above reasons, the rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) are believed to 
overcome. Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal thereof. 
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Obviousness-Tvne Double Patenting 

Cllims 1-20 and 22-26 were rejected under the judicially-created doctrine of obviousness 
type doub e patenting over claims 1-26 of co-pending U.S. Patent No. 6,949,595. Applicants 
respectful y disagree with the reasoning of the rejection but, in an effort to further prosecution or 
the abovejeaptioned application, are concurrently filing a terminal disclaimer. 

CONCLUSION 

Blsed on the remarks set forth above, Applicants believe that all of the rejections have 
been overcome and the claims of the subject application are in condition for allowance. Should 
the Exam incr have any further concerns or believe that a discussion with the Applicants' attorney 
would fuilher the prosecution of this application, the Examiner is encouraged to call the attorney 
at the nur{iber below. 
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A ftje of $120.00 for the two-month extension of time and a few of $ 1 30.00 for the 
terminal disclaimer is believed to be due for this submission. Should any other required lees be 
due, however, please charge them to Acushnet Company Deposit Account No. 502309. 



Date: May 



18, 2006 



Respectfully submitted, 




William B. Lacy (jleg. No. 48,619) 
508-979-3540 

Customer Number: 40990 
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